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Measuring the Purpose Strength
Alvaro Lleo, Carlos Rey, and Nuria Chinchilla
In the preceding chapters, a new logic for the twenty-first-century organiza-
tion was proposed—the logic of leading based on a shared and common busi-
ness purpose, one that captures the mind, captivates the heart, and guides the 
day-to-day routines of every individual in the organization. In view of this 
new logic, though, the question becomes, how are leaders to assess whether or 
not the purpose of the business is truly common and deeply shared?
To be able to answer such questions, it is crucial we have a perspective that 
allows for the gathering of our employees’ thoughts and feelings, a system that 
assesses the organization’s health, and its areas for improvement upon which 
to base our actions. These actions will be the more effective the better the 
assessment systems in which we make our diagnosis. It is not only about mea-
suring discreet variables, but also knowing how they are related to each other, 
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identifying the causes of some of them, the effects of others, and which vari-
ables accelerate the relationships among them.
In order to meet this threefold objective of assessing, diagnosing and 
enhancing the purpose strength in an organization, we developed the Purpose 
Strength Model, shown in Fig. 10.1, which establishes the basis for the devel-
opment of a measuring tool.
We begin by focusing on the core of the new paradigm (shown in the 
middle of the diagram below), the shared purpose. Based on this paradigm, 
we then integrate those remaining variables that play a significant role. We 
will firstly identify the main consequences. We further identify the main ante-
cedents on which it is possible to act in order to design an organization around 
a shared purpose (drivers) and, also, the variables that speed up or slow its 
development (accelerators).
 Shared Purpose as the Core
The essence of the model we propose lies in the generation of a shared and 
common business purpose, one that pivots on a triad of knowledge, motiva-
tion, and action.1 In other words, for a business purpose to be shared, it must 
be such that it illuminates the mind (knowledge), captivates the heart (moti-
vation), and guides the daily work of the organization’s employees (action): 
illuminating, captivating, and guiding are the three elements that must char-
acterize the business purpose so that it becomes internalized by all (Fig. 10.2).
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However, it must be recalled that the generation of this shared purpose is a 
lengthy, continuous process and, at times, an unstable equilibrium.
It is a lengthy process because purpose is not something one should define 
from a top-down view and expect others to internalize immediately. All too 
often, organizations have a very well-defined purpose that is announced 
clearly and yet, at the same time, we often still encounter many within teams 
who hardly identify with it. Identification is a key word. Organizational pur-
pose and the manner in which it is generated are quite important. The exis-
tence of sincere dialogue within the team achieves a climate of trust and helps 
people open up and share their individual purposes. This is vital in building 
common purpose—a purpose that comes to be shared by everyone.
But, how well do we know the individual purposes of the people who work 
in our organization? Do we provide them space, so that they can think about 
and define their individual purpose? Once done, do we respect and acknowl-
edge that purpose? Do we create environments where people feel comfortable 
and share their purpose? And do managers lead the way by sharing their own 
purpose? Certainly, answering such questions requires significant time, not to 
mention enough serenity to even raise them. For this reason, the process takes 
time. Consider this “the cost.” The advantage? It is quite clear: as the organiza-
tion invests time in the generation of shared purpose, the door will open for 
team members to identify with the purpose and assume it as their own, 
thereby increasing commitments throughout the organization.
Yet, it is important to remember that the creation and connection of pur-
pose is a continuous process. Endless, one might say. There are at least two 
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Fig. 10.2 Shared purpose and its dimensions
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reasons for this: first, because circumstances change and just as the organiza-
tion needs to continually adapt to the environment, the purpose must also 
adapt to these new circumstances. This is not to say that an organization’s 
purpose is like a weather vane. What it means, however, is that as the environ-
ment evolves, it will require that organizations adapt and revalidate to ensure 
that their purpose relates to new market demands. Second, shifts in personnel 
bring new staff to teams. With the integration of new team members, main-
taining an ongoing dialogue becomes increasingly important so that purpose 
remains common and shared.
Finally, shared purpose, its creation and proliferation, can be an unstable 
equilibrium. This becomes most notable when trying to manage the balance 
between employees’ day-to-day requirements and their sense of purpose. 
Running the business from a genuine perspective of purpose requires a bal-
ance between the short and long view. The patience required for purpose and 
the pressure demanded by results drives a wedge that creates tension: if we 
focus only on the day-to-day routine, we distance ourselves from the purpose 
and if we focus only on purpose, sometimes we risk losing sight of the short- 
term business requirements. This tension necessitates knowing how to man-
age this instability, such that we live our everyday life with a sense of purpose, 
yet live our purpose with a sense of everyday life.
For these reasons, it is especially important to have tools for measuring and 
assessing the degree to which the organization is purpose-oriented, as intu-
ition does not always go hand-in-hand with reality. It happens rather often 
that upon measuring, managers are amazed to find their efforts are not pro-
ducing the expected results or, even worse, they are actually regressing. Of 
course, it also happens that some managers are pleasantly surprised to see their 
efforts yielding better results than expected. Maintaining a high level of pur-
pose (something that should be natural in all organizations) requires taking 
the pulse of the organization frequently, without ever letting down one’s 
guard. The more we are able to bring shared purpose into our sphere of work, 
the greater will be the effects and consequences for organizations.
 Consequences of Having a Shared Purpose
From the perspective of the individual in the organization, we can distinguish 
at least three consequences of having a shared purpose: it increases commit-
ment, proactivity, and extra-role behaviors (Fig. 10.3).
Several authors assert that commitment, first and foremost, expresses the 
link established between the person and the organization.2 More specifically, 
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that shared purpose generates what is called affective commitment,3 that is, 
the emotional bond that causes employees to stay in an organization because 
it feels like their own. There are also numerous studies that relate affective 
commitment to a decrease in rotation and absenteeism,4 an increase in 
employee satisfaction,5 as well as an increase in productivity and organiza-
tional performance.6
While commitment is a connection, proactivity is a disposition—an atti-
tude of wanting to contribute to the organization’s goals.7 In this case, employ-
ees feel a certain ownership, and also wish to contribute to advancing the 
shared purpose because they identify with it.
Finally, the third individual-level consequence is the generation of extra- 
role behaviors.8 That is the phenomenon in which employees willingly take 
on more than is required. It is a clear indication that people identify with the 
organization’s purpose as their own. But when purpose fails to change behav-
iors or express itself in concrete ways, it is neither as shared nor as internalized 
as had been thought.9
In addition to individual consequences, shared purpose has consequences 
that impact the organization at a collective level. Some authors have stressed 
the importance of measuring the impact of purpose on a Unity-Profit10 curve. 
“Unity” is the variable that measures the degree to which company members 
identify with a given purpose, and “Profit” is understood as the company’s 
economic result. As shown by previous research, these two variables are not by 
themselves orthogonal, but, when analyzed together, they allow us to see what 
type of organization we are generating.11 For example, the organization with 
an effective purpose will result in high levels of the two variables and often 
exhibit extraordinary culture, compared to organizations that have only high 
levels of unity (paternalistic cultures), or only seek profitability (aggressive 
cultures), or low levels of both (bureaucratic cultures) (Fig. 10.4).
In light of such positive consequences resulting from the creation of shared 
purpose, we may ask ourselves, how best to achieve it? What tools can we 
deploy to enhance our purpose strength?
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Fig. 10.3 Individual outcomes of having a shared purpose
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 Antecedents of Shared Purpose
In order to best structure an organization from a perspective of purpose, it is 
important to understand the logic that governs this process. We believe that 
the metaphor of the gardener describes it best. How do you grow a plant? 
Certainly not by stretching it, for if you do, it may damage the stem and per-
ish. The art of gardening consists of creating and sustaining a suitable environ-
ment so that the plant can grow robustly. This concept applies to organizations 
and their design as well. Just as the gardener selects, waters, and fertilizes the 
land, we must work the organizational drivers within our control.
However, one should not expect that by simply managing these drivers will 
result in an immediate effect. What can be expected is the generation of a 
working environment where people become increasingly aware of their role in 
the bigger picture, which in turn helps the purpose become more common 
and shared by everyone. These are the levers to be pulled. There are, at least, 
four key organizational levers on which we can act to design a purpose- 
oriented organization: strategy, systems, leadership, and communication 
(Fig. 10.5).
Strategy marks the way forward, but the real goal here lies in defining the 
strategy in such a way that unambiguously points the organization toward its 
stated purpose. This can be reinforced through the use of purpose-oriented 
objectives that make the strategy real and relatable to the purpose. It has been 
said that “purpose without objectives is a dead purpose. Likewise, objectives 
without purpose are blind objectives.”12 Purpose will not only help to provide 
a reason for working every day, but it also prioritizes our work putting empha-
sis and energy on those objectives that answer the company’s call. From this 
perspective, strategy will be more coherent and authentic to the extent that it 
helps put into practice the organization’s purpose.
The systems of a company are its policies and procedures, those that guide 
its people in their day-to-day work and move them down the path set out by 
its strategy. One of the aims of a management system should be to ensure that 
the organization’s purpose is noticed, and becomes part of and gives meaning 
COLLECTIVE
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Fig. 10.4 Collective outcomes of having a shared response
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to daily work. The whole point about this is that “purpose” makes no differ-
ence, unless it changes the way people operate or the way they do business.13 
Recruitment, training and development, task planning, performance evalua-
tion, incentive systems, budget management, and the rest of the company’s 
policies should be focused on developing and enhancing the shared and com-
mon purpose. Otherwise, purpose becomes nothing but a slogan that appears 
on the website, appealed to in official speeches, but not very fertile as it lacks 
 presence in people’s day-to-day reality. The core of any management system is 
that it drives the dynamics of the organization and that it has an impact on 
the employees’ daily activities to the point that employees might say: “I’m not 
here simply to achieve some objectives; instead, my work is oriented towards 
achieving the company’s shared purpose.”
Leadership is another major driver of shared purpose. A purpose-oriented 
organization requires leadership capable of reaching the hearts and minds of 
co-workers by generating an understanding that working for the common 
purpose is worthwhile.14 Two types of leadership can be distinguished. On the 
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Fig. 10.5 Organizational drivers that precede the shared purpose generation
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one hand, there are managers and executives who promote the purpose, lead-
ing by example. This is recognized by co-workers and employees as authentic 
and coherent. Real leaders succeed in getting their people to strongly accept 
their words yet freely adhere to the organizational purpose. Recognizing and 
valuing the differences of each person within the organization, generating 
work teams in which cooperation takes precedence over competition, pro-
moting co-creation, continuously appealing to the common purpose as the 
main motivating reason for day-to-day work, and delegating responsibility so 
that workers assume the mission of furthering the purpose—all are actions 
that depend on the organization’s leadership capacity. On the other hand, it is 
equally important that there exists a form of shared leadership: the kind of 
leadership that is exercised at all company levels and in all of its areas, in 
which co-workers mutually reinforce the transmission and identification with 
the organization’s purpose.15
Finally, consistent communication is a fundamental tool for transmitting 
organizational purpose in such a way that illuminates and fascinates all 
involved. Considering this as a driver, organizations must ensure the appro-
priate channels exist to, not only transmit the message, but also to show that 
decisions are justifiably based upon it. One of the design challenges is that 
organizations should be able to capture communication upwards. The key is 
to be able to grasp organizations’ feelings and thoughts and, in turn, promote 
purpose as part of an overall internal dialogue.
Measuring these four variables—strategy, systems, leadership, and commu-
nication—will allow leaders to understand the extent to which the company 
is properly managing those organizational levers that promote a shared purpose.
 Accelerators (or Decelerators) That Impact Shared 
Purpose
Accelerators, or decelerators, are aspects that either positively or negatively 
impact the influence the drivers have on specific people within the organiza-
tion. They must be understood and taken into account because they play a 
role in the effectiveness of the antecedents of purpose. Likewise, understand-
ing and knowing how best to boost the drivers will make them more impact-
ful (Fig. 10.6).
There are four determining factors that should be considered: trust between 
managers and workers, values held by team members, their motivations, and 
each employee’s purpose.
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Some authors define trust as the decision to make oneself vulnerable to 
another person by assuming the risk of depending on that other person.16 
Being vulnerable allows for more authentic and stronger relationships.17 
Showing that we have made a mistake, opening up to others, sharing the 
aspects that are important to us, what motivates us, or our personal purpose, 
are evidence of making ourselves vulnerable.18 In this way, trust determines 
the relationship between the background and the creation of a shared purpose 
because, so long as there is trust, the resulting work environment will provide 
psychological safety,19 making it easier for people to open up and show them-
selves as they truly are. The generation of trust will facilitate getting to know 
the real person behind each character,20 to know and recognize their unique-
ness and to treat them in a more authentic way.
Values and motivation express the deepest aspects of people, the ideals that 
govern their behavior, and the motives that drive them to act. We adhere to 
the proposals of authors who identify four types of values among an organiza-
tion’s employees: increasing economic benefits, creating a comfortable rela-
tionship environment, developing personally and professionally, and 
ultimately contributing to the larger society.21 Pérez-López identified three 
types of motives22: extrinsic ones, or what is received from outside (salary, 
recognition, fame, etc.), intrinsic ones, or what is acquired (learning, satisfac-
tion, competences, virtues, etc.), and, finally, transcendent ones, or that which 
is given to others (service, caring, etc.). People’s values and motives will influ-
ence the creation of the shared purpose. Thus, for example, it will be easier to 
generate a shared purpose with people who have transcendent motives and 
among whom contribution values prevail, rather than with others whose 
motives are primarily extrinsic or intrinsic.23
Trust
Motivation
Values
Personal 
purpose
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Fig. 10.6 Accelerators (or decelerators) of shared purpose generation
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Finally, each employee’s personal purpose will also influence the generation 
of common and shared purpose.24 Having invested time in searching for, 
reflecting on and defining a personal purpose, one that gives meaning to day- 
to- day life, makes it easier to share as well as to analyze the extent to which the 
organization’s purpose encompasses the personal one. The more meaning and 
purpose, the easier it will be for people to share and identify with the organi-
zation’s common purpose.
 Assessing in Order to Be Able to Improve
In this chapter, based on our experience and research, we have outlined the 
components of our Purpose Strength Model (see Fig.  10.1): a model that 
shows how certain variables are articulated around a shared purpose and 
establishes the basis for the development of a diagnostic tool.
From this model, having reliable and validated questionnaires for measur-
ing the variables of the model will allow us to assess and to take to the pulse 
of an organization. These evaluations will allow us to be aware of the degree 
to which an organization has a purpose that gives meaning and guides day-to- 
day activities. Moreover, statistical analysis can help us to understand how the 
variables are related between themselves and to establish concrete plans that 
help boost it, measuring the progress and impact that the implemented actions 
have on the organization over time.
We do not consider this proposal to be a closed model. Future research will 
allow us to expand its scope and depth by including new variables, such as 
taking into account the purpose of other stakeholders, customer satisfaction, 
favorable purchasing attitudes, and the reputation or the relevance of the cor-
porate brand.
That future research may indicate adjustments to our model does not dis-
suade us; indeed, this idea fascinates us. The ability to expand the frontiers of 
knowledge on how to generate inspiring organizations drives us. This is our 
goal: to deepen our understanding of the dynamics of developing purpose- 
driven organizations, to generate practical tools that make this a reality, and 
to help companies generate more sustainable work environments that com-
bine unity and profit.
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